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Introduction

One of the latent functions of an adnquate sociolopy in a democratic
socicety is that of breaking down cxistinﬁ.stcreofypcs. Yet in certain arcas
of study, sociologists, by limiting their rangé of study to only certain
segments of a population, not only maintafn existing stexcotypes but also
reinforce then{by hanging the scientific mantle of objcctive truth around
their necks. No where has this been more true than fn the study of the
black famfly. By limiting the majority of their rescarch to studies of
broken lower-class black families, sociologiste have perpetuated the stereo-
type of the black family as a matriarchal structure. There have been
cx.eptions to this, bpt those studies which have  gafned the most popularity
in the general society are gullty of perpetuating. the stercotype.z

Very few studies have'nttempted to describe empirfcally the decinfon

raking processes of black fewmilics. For example, the best study of famfly

dcclsibn making §n géneral is Blood and Wolfe's Husbands and Vives and thefr

analysfs of decision making {n black famflies is limited.3 The research re-
ported here uscs the scale developed by Blood and Vlolfe but extends their
analysis ?n two ways. First, interviéws from both husband and wife are
used. Secondly en analysis of the rcapondent‘s‘perception of his famfly of
orientatfon §s included. |
" RProcedure

" The study was condvct;d fa an all black comuunity in Morthesstern Ohio
and consisted of 203 homes. This cOmmJnlty was developed 40 years ago and
has remained an $solated all black commnitly since that time. The com-
mustity fe adjacent lo a larger town but it has not been annexed even though
land and homes around it have bheen. Thus this black coumuritly remains
vader towaship goveennent vithevt ruoning vatcr.'scwors and other ancenities

scen as nccessary by niddle-class Imevicans,
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The data were collected 3uring thé wvinter and summer of 1968. Wc‘
spent several Qonths'(n the community getting acquainted with the people
before the actual {intervicwing began. In order to sct up interviews ecvery
intact family in the communlty'was contacted by a letter asking for tﬁcir
ecooperatfon fun the rescarch project. later thc;c families were contacted
cither by phone or directly in order to set a tim2 for an {ntcrview when
husband and wife could both be present. Tﬁe interviewing was done by three
inteﬁrntcd tcans cach of which consisted of one white and one black‘malg.
Where possible; husband and‘wife were intcrviewed at the same ;imc in a
different part of the housc. In order to reduce bias as.much as possible the
black ard white interv;ewer on each tean alcernatea betueen hdsbapd and
wife as they went from home to home. The interviewing tiwe averaged ﬁboﬁt
2} hours and cach respondent was paid $5.00 for participating in the study,
A total of 52 families were contécted. In 43 famflies {ntexvieus were
collected from both husband and uifc.. In . addition sevcﬁ ulvés ue;e fnter-
viewed when the husband refused and two husbands were interQIcwed when the
wife refused,

In ord;r to meaguré the distrilution of power iu‘the fanfly, Blood
and Wolfe's Fanfly Decisfon-Making Scale was used.4 This ;calc ;onslsts of
cight different arcas of family decision qakingl They are: (1) What job
the husband is to tdke. (2) Vhat car to buy; (3) Nhether or not to buy

| 1{fe fnsurance. (4) Whether to go on a vacation, (5)-Hhat house or apart-
ment to take, (6) Vhether or not the wife should go to vork or quit work,
(7)¥hat doclor to hnvé vhen someone is sick and'(8) How twcech toney the
fanfly should spend per week on food. For each ftcu the respondent se-
leets one of-(ive ;osponscs. They are, atong with their corresponding
velghts: (10) Husband always, (6) Nusband wore than wife, (6) liusband and
vife exactly the same, (A) Wife more than (e husband and (2) ul(§ always,

Peans were conputed to pravide decision nakivy Secres.
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Findings

Table 1 ;hOus the distribution of scores for husbands and wives on the
Famlly Decision Making Scale for their fani)fcs of procreation. The mean
score for husbands in 6.8 and that for wives 6.?. thus we find that thé
mean score for both husbands and wives {s {n a }atriérchnl di}ectlon. 1f
we take the score of 0-4 as wife dominant, 4.1 - 6.0 as equalitarfian oné

6.1 - 10,0 0o husband dowinant, we £ind that only 2 percent of the husbands
sce tpc poer structure of the family as wife dominant while 25 percent see
it us equalitarlon with the cvervhelming wajority, 73 percent seceing it as
husband dominant, Nénrly the same {8 true for the wives uith the percen-
tages being &4, 34, and 62'requct1vely. |

1t is intercsting to compare theée results wléh ;hose of the Blood and
Wolfe study. The scores of our black husbands ;n& wives nré rmuch more patri-
archal than the scores of Dlood and Wolfe's total sample and the reverse of
thefr black families. They founﬁ 19 percent husbhpd dominant and 44 percent
vife dominant.® Thus our recults for a group of working-class husbands and
wives differ profoundly frowm the popu}or‘stereotype as well as from those
of the. Blood and VWolfe s?mple,

In an attenpt to acceunt for the distribution ofisco}es on the Family
Dccision Making Scale several factors were investigated. Thé first of
these was the poasible effect of socialirzation In the respondents' fanilies
of orfentation, In order to do this cach respondent vas asﬁed to respond to
the {tens on thc‘Famlly Dccision Making Scale as it would apply to his (her)
fanily of oricentation. Table Il shows the distribution of scores on the
Fanily Decision Making Scale applicd to the respondents' femfly of orientatier.
flere we find that even though 4 of the husbands and 6 of the wives vere rajsed
fn famtlics with only the mother present Lhat the averapge scorces for both
hushanls and wives arc stidl in 8 patriarehal dicection with the wean for

the husband's fonfly of oriertalion hetap L.%and that for tve wives being
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6.1. This indicates that the mean pattern of power in the respondents’
famflics of orientation was not radically different than the pattern of power
fn thetr famflics of procreation. It is interesting to note that soéla]iza-
tion could be an influencing 1actor. | |
Another possible explanation is in relationghiﬁ to resources brpught

to the taarrfage. In their gtudy of faunily pover Blood and Wolfe say that:

The sources of-power in so intjimate a relationship as marriage

wust be sought fn the comparative resources which the husband

and vife bring to the warxisge, rather than in brute force.

A rcsource nay be defined as anything that on2 partuer wmay make

avaflable to the other, helping the latter satisfy his neceds

or attain his goals. The balance of power will be on the side

of that pgrtn?r vho contributes the greater resources to the

narviage.
Amonﬁ thé fnctofe considered by Bloed and Holfe were veligfon, age. family
fncome, level of education aﬁd_the wife's contribution to thc‘fhmiiy's
fncome. They found ;hat if & dléfcrcptial ccﬁhrnﬂ fin age, veligion, or
education, a shift in power oécurrcd toward the mavriage pbrtner favored
by thc.differcntinl. They aloo found a shift in power touwsrd the wife
occurred {f sho vorked outside the home npd that the husband's power increcased
as level of fimily income increased. Tables JII thro;gh X present data on
these factors for our group qf respondents.. The resuita fron nur stu@y
indicate ihat both niddle-aged husbands and wives sce the fumily as more
patriarchal than do older and younger husbends and wviives (chie 111).
However, the differencee are rclatively sm;ll. In terns of age dit[érentiﬁls
(Table IV), wives sec the fanily as mo;c patriarchal nﬁcn the husband is
older but this is not reciprocated by husbands who sce the fanily as$ more
patriarchal, rather then matrfarchal, vhen the wife s older. 1t is
Intevesting to note that wives are willing th altribﬁte rore power to older
husbands than uldc; heshands are villing to atlribute to themsclves.,

The actual Yevel of 2ducatien (Table V) sceins to make Yttt te difference

in powar scortes for cither hushands er wiees. Nor do cducational level
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differentials between husbands and wives affect the mean power scorés of
husbands (Table VI). Wives, lhowever, are willing to attritute more power
to husbands with more education than'they.;re to themselves when they have
wore cducatfon, -

In terns of the degree of relfgiousity, the 28 husbends and 24 wives
who plece highest on the religfousity scale (Table VII) both have an average
of 7 on the Fami{ly Decfsfon laking Scale which fndicates a rather pronounced
patri#rchal directfon. In terms of qttfcxentinls on the religiousity scale
(Table VIII) husbands éttribuée moye power to thcmgelves when they are more
religious than their uives while wives dﬁtribute fore power to theic husbauds
vhen they are nore rcligioua then their husbands.

In terms of umployment outside the hom2 (Table 1X), wives attribute more 3
poiser to hutbnnds ‘when only the hushand works outside the homa than for any
other catcgory but, aaaiu. husbands do rnot reéiprocnte vhen only wives are
employed. Both see the trmily as more equalitarfan vhen both or nelther
arc exrployed. It is nsoin intercntiuo to note that vhen only husbands are
emﬁloycd vives attribute nore povex to thenm than husbands do te themselves.
Bgth husbands and uivcé attribute more pouer to huobands {n lower fncome |
fanilice than they do to husbands fi higher fncoma fomilics (Table X) which
is tye reverae of the Blood and Wolfe findinga.

Gonelusong

It conclusion our findings show that nat all} black fanilics are matri-
archal as the populer atereotype holds and as sone sociological studies seen
to Indicate. 1Indced, the black working-class fanilies studied are sovewhat
tore patrfarchal than the white families and 1auch norc_patriarchal thon the
glnck fenflfes studied by ﬁlood and Volfe.

The data on differentfoals: for the way fn wlifeh wives pevceive shiftis
fn pever tend to be consistent with the Blood and Holfe study with the ex-

ceptfon of level of !aml!y tncote. Bul this fs act tive for lusbande.

O
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Husbands appear to be unwilling to allow wives morc power when the differentfal
fs in the wives favor. In addition. husbands appear not to see themselves

as having all the power wives attribute to them when the differcnéial is In

the husbands f#vor. " From this 1t vould appear that an adequate study of family
decision-maklng should fnclude interviecws ulth.both husbands a;d wiveslsince h
cach appears to sce power arrangenents differently in relntionghip'to the

¢i£fercntiala studied.
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TABLE I

DISTRIBUTION OF QCORES FOR HUSBARDS AND WIVES ON THE FAMILY DECISION MAKING
SCALE - RcSPOVDENT'S FAMILY OF ORIENTATIGH

SCORES . . HUSBANDS HIVES
H % N % .
0-2.0 0 0 0 0
2.1-4.0 2. 5 2 4
4.1-6,0 | 10 22 17 %
6.1-8.0 , 27 60 L2244
8.1"10.0 6 . 13 ' N . 9 18
Totals (Individuals) 45 100 | 50 100
TABLE 11

DISTRIBUTION OF SCORLS O THE FAMILY DECISION MAKING SCALE APPLIED TO THE
RESPOYDLNT'S YaHILY OF ORILNTATION

¢ CORRS ‘ HUSBANDS wivns
. + R % 3] A

0-379 " 9 , 9 "18
2.1-4.,0 2 5 2 4
£ 1-6.0 . 11 2 13 26
6.1-8.0 ST 38 16 32
$,1-10.0 1w 10 20

e a ——

Totals (Individuals) 45 100 . . - 50 100




TABLE III
MEAN POWER SCORES OP HUSBANDS AND WIVES BY AGE

MEAN POWER SCORES

Husbands Wives _
Age - H N N X
2544 13 6.57 | 23 6.65
45-64 ' 17 6.83 19 6.98
65 and over 15 6.73 8 6.00
Totals (Individuals) 45 50
.+ TABIE IV

MEAN POJER SCORES OF HUSBANHDS AND WIVES BY AGE DIFFEREHCES OF HUSBANDS
ARD WIVES ‘ , . : :

HEAN POJER SCORES

Husbands _ Hives_

Age Differences ' N X N X
Vife Older : 3 7.50 : 3 6.50
" Samé Age S 9 6.47 9 6,97

Husband Oldex 31 6.79 31 6.90

—

Totals (Families) 43 ‘ 43




TABLE V

HEAN POWER SCORES OF HUSBANDS AND WIVES BY LEVEL OF EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

HEAN PO’wIER SCORES

Husbands_ﬁ_ Wives
Level of Education N X N X
0-8 Ycars 20 6.85 13 6.75
-9-11 Yearo .15 6.80 .22 6.90
12 Years and over 9 » 6.79 15 6.70
Totals (Individuala) 45 50
TABLE VI

MEAN POER SCORES OF HUSBANDS AND WIVES BY DIFFERENTIALS IN LEVEL OF

EDUCATIONAL ATTATuMENT

Educational Level

MEAN PUYER SCORES

Husbands Hives
Differential N X } N X
Wife more 257 6.87 25 6,36
Equal 3 6.83 ‘ 3 7.56°
Husband more 15 6.92 15 6,93 .
43 43

Totals (Families):,



TABLE VII
HEAN POWER SCORES OF HUSBANDS AND WIVES BY DEGREE OF RELIGIOUSXTY*

. HEAN POJER SCORES
Religiousity Hushonds . Hives

Score N X ' N e
5 and undex 9 6.66 .16 6,51
5.1-6.0 8 6,40 10 6.30
‘ i
©6.1-7.0 | 28 7,00 .2 7.00
. Totals (Individuals) 45 . 50‘

*¥Religlousity was mecasured by using the scale developed by' Snell Pﬁtney
and Russcll Middleton, "Rebellion, Conformity, anrd Parental Religious

ldeclogles," Socioxm.t:ry, 24 (June, 1961), pp. 125- 13.). The range of
the scale is from 1 to 7 with 7 being high.

- TABLE VIII ;

MEAN POUER SCORES OF HUSBARDS AND WIVES BY RELIGYOUSITY SCORE DIFFERENTIALS

HEAN POIER SCORES

- Religlousity score lusbends . :  Wives
Pifferential N X . X
Hife wore religious 13 . 6.04 13 6.95
Both scme 12 - 7,00 | 12 6.71
Husband more religious 18 6.97 | 18 6.68

Totals (Families) 43 . . 43




TABLE 1X
" MEAN POWER SCORRS OI' HUSDANDS AND VIVES BY EMPLOYMRNT

MEAN POWER SCORES

Husbands Yives

Employment: ' N X N X
Both Euwployed ' 15 6.80 15 6.15
Wife only cmployed - _ o
(Husband Retired) - 4 7.70 4 6.42
Husband only ewployed . 37 6.83 - 17 7.59
Neither employed | 7 671 7 630
Totals {(Families) 43 - A 43

| COTABIE X .

HEAR POJER SCORES OF HUSBAWDS AND WIVES BY AHNUAL FAMILY INCOME

: MEAN. POYJER SCORES
Huebands Hives -

Annual Income . N X 3 X
Less than 5000 16 6.91 -~ 21 6.6
5000-8, 999 23 6.4 23 6.78
9,000 and over 6 6,75 6 6.46

Totals (Individuals) == 45 ' ' 50




